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The Marshall Plan, launched after WWII, was a North American economic aid program that had a major
impact on contemporary history. It revitalized Europe’s infrastructure and industries and encouraged
cooperation between nations, laying the foundations for the future European Union. The aim was not only
to support economic recovery but also to stem the spread of communism against the backdrop of the Cold
War by politically and economically stabilizing the countries of Western Europe. One often-overlooked
aspect of the Marshall Plan’s success lies in its logistical dimensions. Faced with destroyed transport
infrastructure and damaged ports, the United States introduced modern supply chain management methods
into Western Europe to efficiently coordinate the delivery of goods, particularly foodstuffs. While the legacy
of the Marshall Plan influences current approaches to operations management, it remains little discussed
about its geopolitical dimensions. This paper suggests that studying the logistics dimensions of the Marshall
Plan could enrich our understanding of supply chain dynamics.
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INTRODUCTION

The links between geopolitics and logistics are profound and multidimensional, as the management of
flows of goods and people is intrinsically linked to the dynamics of power and territorial control (Le Billon
& Shykora, 2020; Roscoe et al., 2022; Dijmarescu, 2024). Logistics, often perceived as a technical
discipline whose mission is to optimize the flow of products and information, using operational research
tools (Craven & Islam, 2007), has played—and continues to play—a fundamental role in shaping
international relations. Since ancient times, it has been widely accepted that military logistics are a central
element in strategies of conquest and defense, as the supply of food, weapons, and equipment to armies has
often determined the outcome of conflicts (Diamond, 1997). The failure of Napoleon’s invasion of Russia
in 1812, due to the inability to maintain supply lines in difficult climatic conditions, is an emblematic
example (Kelerchian, 2014). Similarly, logistics played a decisive role during WWII, especially during
Operation Overlord on June 6, 1944, which required unprecedented logistical planning to ensure Allied
victory (McKell, 2014). The logistical strategies underlying humanitarian missions, peacekeeping
operations, and crisis response in modern contexts demonstrate how logistics extends beyond warfare,
becoming central to global stability.

Another aspect of the links between geopolitics and logistics concerns access to natural resources, such
as oil, gas, rare minerals, and water. Resources are often located in geographically sensitive or politically
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unstable areas, making their exploitation, transport, and delivery power issues. Logistical corridors, such
as pipelines and shipping lanes, have become the nerve centers of global trade. Countries that control these
logistical flows wield major influence over the global economy, and “pipeline diplomacy” is a concrete
example of how the logistics of energy resources shape international relations. Control of maritime routes,
particularly choke points like the Suez Canal or the Strait of Malacca, is a national security issue for
countries dependent on these routes for imports and exports (Saidahrolovich et al., 2023). Moreover,
competition for control over these strategic corridors intensifies during times of political crisis,
underscoring how modern geopolitics extends beyond armed conflict to include commercial and economic
conflicts where logistics plays a crucial role in securing national interests. The ability to navigate and
dominate these routes affects economic stability and impacts international alliances and geopolitical
strategies among nations.

It would be wrong to believe that the links between geopolitics and logistics are relatively recent,
despite current trade tensions between the United States and China, which directly threaten many global
supply chains. The South China Sea has effectively become a virtual choke point, despite its vast size, with
risks of conflicts—including military ones—that could set the world ablaze (Paché, 2024); Chinese
expansionism is multifaceted, as it also poses a threat to the stability of countries in the Mediterranean
region (Paché, 2022). On the contrary, strong ties between geopolitics and logistics can be traced throughout
history, especially in how economic superpowers have used logistical expertise to stabilize or destabilize
territories. For example, logistical control over colonial trade routes significantly impacted the distribution
of global wealth and power. This paper aims to examine an example of the close links between geopolitics
and logistics that management researchers have largely overlooked but remains a real textbook case: the
Marshall Plan, or European Recovery Program (ERP), implemented by the United States between 1948 and
1951 to help rebuild Europe’s devastated economies (Hogan, 1989).

In addition to providing substantial financial assistance, the Marshall Plan relied on complex logistical
planning to ensure the efficient delivery of goods to Europe. However, it was not only a significant
economic initiative but also a strategic tool aimed at countering the spread of communism during a period
when the Cold War was solidifying a prolonged confrontation between opposing blocs (Kunz, 1997). With
several countries on the brink of falling under Soviet influence, the plan was crucial in stabilizing the region
and “saving democracy” (Fossedal, 1993). In France, for example, the violent miners’ strikes of October-
November 1948, which resulted in several deaths and threatened the stability of the Fourth Republic, were
ultimately quelled by military intervention (Fontaine & Vigna, 2014). While the Marshall Plan was a clear
geopolitical response to Communist expansion, it also established North American dominance for decades,
as anticipated by Perroux (1948). This paper will first explore the geopolitical context of the Marshall Plan,
then examine its logistical challenges, and finally assess its legacy.

GEOPOLITICAL BACKGROUND

In a speech delivered at Harvard University on June 5, 1947, General George C. Marshall, Secretary of
State under President Harry S. Truman (see Figure 1), proposed European aid. At that time, it was not yet
a formal plan but rather an outline for economic assistance aimed at Europe’s reconstruction following
WWII—neither detailed nor quantified. This speech, often regarded as a pivotal moment in contemporary
history, articulated North America’s vision for helping Europe recover from the devastation of the war.
Europe was in a state of ruin, with its infrastructure destroyed and living conditions dire. As George C.
Marshall stated in his address: “The truth of the matter is that Europe’s requirements for the next three or
four years for foreign food and other essential products—principally from America—are so much greater
than her present ability to pay that she must have substantial additional help or face economic, social, and
political deterioration of a very grave character” (quoted by Ferguson [2007: online]). American financial
aid was presented not only as a remedy but also as a vigorous struggle against communism aimed at
establishing Pax Americana (Mee, 1984), and as a key step in the “Americanization of Europe” (Mom,
2005).
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FIGURE 1
GENERAL GEORGE C. MARSHALL

Source: Smithsonian Institution (1940).

Facing the “Communist Peril”

By the end of WWII, Germany had been defeated and found itself in a dramatic economic, health, and
infrastructural crisis. Although the occupying forces set a target of 1,500 calories per capita per day, the
average calorie intake in some regions was as low as 700, causing a sharp rise in mortality rates between
1945 and 1947. Adult mortality rates quadrupled, while infant mortality increased tenfold (Kesternich et
al., 2014). Other European countries also experienced hunger, but to a lesser degree (see Figure 2).
Meanwhile, although the United Kingdom and France retained their colonial empires, they emerged from
the war significantly weakened, even though the conflict had accelerated the American economic recovery,
which had begun in the 1930s with Franklin D. Roosevelt’s New Deal. The momentum of anti-fascism,
carried over from the fight against Nazi occupation, steered the policies of European states towards left-
wing movements (Agosti, 2004). While communism remained a minority force, it made spectacular gains
in elections, garnering over 20% of the vote in Finland, France, Iceland, and Italy. Combined with the
lasting impact of the wartime economy and the consolidation of social democracy, the Communist surge
reinforced the rise of original forms of economic regulation. Dominant capitalism began to be tempered by
the mechanisms of the welfare state (Nullmeier & Kaufmann, 2021).

In 1946, the United States began observing European political developments with increasing concern.
By the spring of 1947, its diplomats were alarmed by the perceived scale of the European economic and
social crisis, mistakenly—or perhaps deliberately—underestimating the promising results of the
reconstruction that had begun in the summer of 1945. North American diplomats issued strong warnings to
Washington, aiming to justify massive economic aid to war-torn Western Europe (Magid, 2012), as the
only way to curb Communist expansionism, especially to the rather cautious American congressmen like
Robert A. Taft (Republican party) and Henry A. Wallace (Democrat party), the latter having served as Vice-
President under the interventionist Franklin D. Roosevelt from 1941 to 1945. These warnings gained
traction, particularly with the outbreak of a violent civil war in Greece following WWII, where Communists
fought against liberals. The Communists came close to seizing power but finally surrendered in October
1949 (Nachmani, 1990).
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FIGURE 2
PERCENTAGE OF PEOPLE SUFFERING FROM HUNGER IN WAR COUNTRIES
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Source: Adapted from Kesternich et al. (2014).

Finally, 16 countries accepted United States aid under the Marshall Plan: Austria, Belgium, Denmark,
Ireland, France, Great Britain, Greece, Iceland, Italy, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, Norway, Portugal,
Sweden, Switzerland, and Turkey—in other words, all the countries that had avoided Soviet occupation in
1945. In 1949, they were joined by the Federal Republic of Germany. To organize the distribution of aid,
the Europeans established a supranational organization on April 16, 1948: the Organization for European
Economic Cooperation (OEEC). Quite logically, given the ideological opposition to the expectations and
philosophy of the capitalist system, the Soviet Union refused Marshall Plan aid, citing concerns over
national sovereignty, and at Stalin’s instigation, the Central European states under Soviet occupation
followed suit. In response to the United States initiative, on January 25, 1949, Stalin founded a rival
economic organization to the OEEC, the Council for Mutual Economic Assistance (COMECON), which
included the USSR, Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia, Hungary, Poland, and Romania. Albania later joined it, the
German Democratic Republic, Mongolia, and Cuba.

The Marshall Plan provided 13.3 billion U.S. dollars in aid, in the form of grants, loans, or in-kind
contributions, over four years. By 2024, this amount would be equivalent to more than 170 billion U.S.
dollars. Initially, the financial aid was used to purchase food and fuel, and later, equipment for rebuilding
production tools and logistical infrastructure was destroyed, notably during the famous “rail battle” led by
French resistance fighters, involving extensive sabotage (Albertelli, 2018). Similar sabotage campaigns
took place in other countries, most notably in Greece, where nearly the entire 1,400-mile railway system
was destroyed due to actions by Communist partisans (Gerolymatos, 1992). One of the most notable
sabotage operations occurred in November 1942, when three viaducts on the main Athens-Thessalonica
line were targeted, including the impressive Gorgopotamus viaduct. Ultimately, Marshall Plan funds were
primarily used to purchase manufactured goods from the United States, providing a significant economic
boost to the American economy. The aid, which ended as planned in December 1951, was also accompanied
by technical assistance, including internships in the United States for many European engineers and
industrialists to immerse themselves in Fordism. In the end, two countries received almost half of the
Marshall Plan funds: Great Britain (26% of total aid) and France (23% of aid) (see Figure 3).
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FIGURE 3
DISTRIBUTION OF AID FROM THE MARSHALL PLAN PER COUNTRY FROM
1948 TO 1951
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Initiating Cooperation Within Europe

Even before the implementation of the Marshall Plan, the United States had already spent around 9
billion U.S. dollars between 1945 and 1947 to help Europe recover, both indirectly (through loan
agreements or military assistance to Greece and Turkey) and directly (with efforts by American troops to
restore infrastructure and assist refugees). By 2024, this would amount to around 110 billion U.S. dollars.
The fledgling United Nations also launched a series of humanitarian programs, almost entirely funded by
the United States, alongside the contributions of private American foundations like the Rockefeller
Foundation. While all these initiatives were important, they were highly disorganized and often failed to
meet the basic needs of Europeans. Moreover, tensions among European countries themselves complicated
the situation:

- France remained obsessed with the fear that Germany, its historical enemy, would quickly
rebuild its industrial potential.

- The Benelux countries, closely linked to the German economy, wanted their key supplier and
customer to recover quickly.

- Sweden wished to maintain ties with Eastern Europe and was committed to preserving its well-
known neutrality.

These centrifugal forces are crucial to understanding some of the goals behind the Marshall Plan. As
previously mentioned, the plan aimed to provide substantial economic aid to stimulate reconstruction and
contain the spread of communism by stabilizing European countries through support for democratic
governments. However, these divisions risked creating dislocations that could lead to political tensions.
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The only solution was to find levers for fostering international economic cooperation, thus laying the
foundation for lasting peace from a liberal perspective (Tarnoff, 2018). In other words, rather than focusing
on bilateral aid, the Marshall Plan relied on supra-national aid planning based on three stages: assessing the
needs of each recipient country, determining the types of aid required, and coordinating resource
distribution mechanisms at the European level. The OEEC represented the institutionalization of this supra-
national aid planning, tasked with generating synergies in fund management.

To this end, the United States exerted considerable influence, pressuring European countries to work
together. Each recipient country had to submit a detailed reconstruction plan, explaining how the funds
would be used to meet the most urgent needs. The OEEC evaluated these plans and oversaw their execution,
ensuring the funds were used efficiently and transparently (Crafts, 2013). International cooperation was not
limited to the OEEC; the United States also worked with other organizations and financial institutions to
support the Marshall Plan. For instance, the World Bank provided loans for infrastructure reconstruction,
while other international agencies offered technical assistance. In short, the Marshall Plan serves as a
“textbook case” of the benefits of international pressure, with governments and political leaders
collaborating on reconstruction and development within a framework of institutionalized interdependence,
yielding generally positive results (see Figure 4).

FIGURE 4
MARSHALL PLAN: STRATEGY, ACTION, AND EFFECT
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Source: https://beyondplanb.eu (Accessed December 29, 2024).

From a geopolitical perspective, the Marshall Plan played a significant role in the process of European
integration. The OECE, which later became the OECD in 1961, laid the groundwork for this integration by
testing cooperation mechanisms and gradually training teams that would eventually form the backbone of
the European Commission. Additionally, the Marshall Plan, alongside the Bretton Woods system,
accelerated the development of free trade in Europe, at a time when many countries, notably France and
Italy, were still characterized by a culture of state interventionism (Zysman, 1977). However, it would be a
mistake to underestimate the logistical dimensions of the Marshall Plan’s success. The ability to rehabilitate
transport infrastructure and optimize the delivery of imported goods—such as manufactured products, food,
fertilizers, and vehicles—played a pivotal role in fostering European unity and reducing the risk of future
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military conflicts. Ultimately, the establishment of efficient supply chains ensured the timely and effective
delivery of aid to those who needed it most.

LOGISTICAL CHALLENGES

During the four years of the Marshall Plan, the delivery of goods represented one of the most complex
and decisive logistical challenges of the post-WW]I era. With its largely destroyed transport infrastructure
and severely damaged communications networks, Europe faced significant supply difficulties (de las
Cagigas & Fernandez, 2023). To address these challenges, the United States provided massive support, not
only for reconstruction and modernization but also for the adoption of new supply chain management
methods, which major North American companies were gradually implementing. A key feature of the
Marshall Plan was the promotion of rigorous coordination mechanisms to ensure the equitable distribution
of goods and prevent conflicts among recipient countries. An analysis of the strategies employed reveals
their immediate impact and legacy, which continues to shape the management of contemporary global
supply chains.

Delivery of Goods

The delivery of goods under the Marshall Plan encountered severe infrastructural challenges, as
Europe’s transportation systems were damaged and inadequate for handling the enormous volume of
supplies needed for reconstruction. The European rail network had suffered extensive damage, with twisted
tracks and collapsed bridges. Roads were often impassable due to debris and harsh weather conditions,
including freezing temperatures as low as —5°F during the winters of 1948 to 1950. In France alone, WWII
had devastated 115 major railway stations and 13,000 miles of railroads out of a total of 30,000 miles.
Nearly 2,000 bridges, tunnels, and viaducts were rendered unusable, and only one in three freight wagons
and one in six locomotives remained operational.

Additionally, the Nazis had requisitioned 33,000 tons of rail and 800,000 sleepers for their military
needs. Road transport was similarly affected, with 8,800 bridges collapsed, 4,500 miles of main roads and
31,000 miles of secondary roads out of service, and 80% of trucks destroyed. To address these challenges,
the United States allocated funds to restore critical infrastructure, including clearing debris, repairing
railroads, and modernizing roads. However, as Schipper (2007) noted, North American diplomats had a
distinct vision of European mobility, heavily influenced by the rise of road transport in the United States.

One of the most significant efforts under the Marshall Plan was rehabilitating European ports, which
were crucial for re-establishing major international maritime trade routes. Key logistical hubs that were
essential for importing materials and resources received particular attention (Hogan, 1989). The port of
Rotterdam in the Netherlands, one of the largest in the world, exemplifies the successful rehabilitation made
possible by the Marshall Plan. The restoration work included rebuilding quays, warehouses, and cargo-
handling facilities, which enhanced handling capacity and reduced waiting times for ships. Given
Rotterdam’s strategic position as a major hub, these upgrades ensured a steady flow of goods into the
European interior. Similarly, in France, the reconstruction of the port of Marseilles significantly boosted
trade with French colonies in the Maghreb and Sub-Saharan Africa. The port of Le Havre, thanks to the
rapid reconstruction of its docks, hangars, and warehouses, and investment in handling equipment, was also
able to receive large quantities of products from the United States (Malon, 2013).

More broadly, the United States used the Marshall Plan to introduce modern management techniques
to optimize supply chains, drawing from its experience in organizing and preparing Operation Overlord.
As many historians have noted, these methods were simultaneously being disseminated in North America,
focusing on efficiently monitoring and controlling food stocks (Rouquet & Paché, 2024). The explicit goal
was to spread North American productivity standards (Carew, 1989). Defeated Germany was among the
beneficiaries of these contributions, particularly in cities like Munich and Berlin. Thanks to the Marshall
Plan, railways were quickly repaired, facilitating the transport of raw materials to factories. At the same
time, local authorities assisted entrepreneurs in establishing regional distribution centers to manage
incoming and outgoing flows, helping reduce bottlenecks and prevent shortages. Historians now generally
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agree that Marshall Plan funds played a pivotal role in restoring and modernizing supply chains across
many European countries, as exemplified by Italy (Mellinato, 2022).

It is essential to emphasize that the success of the Marshall Plan was based on the rigorous management
of priorities, facilitated by the OEEC, whose mission was to establish and activate coordination mechanisms
to ensure the optimal allocation of resources. This was a key point highlighted early on by economist Berle
(1948). Regular meetings between representatives of recipient countries allowed for the reassessment of
priorities and the resolution of logistical problems as they arose, considering each country’s specific
political, economic, and social contexts. For instance, in Greece, where the situation was particularly dire
during the civil war, the priority was the supply of essential foodstuffs and medicine to prevent a
humanitarian crisis, which could have strengthened Communist forces. Simultaneously, significant efforts
were made to rebuild basic infrastructure, such as water and electricity networks, to stabilize the situation
and pave the way for economic recovery. The Marshall Plan’s adaptability to local needs proved crucial,
as it ensured that assistance was tailored to each country’s unique challenges, maximizing the program’s
effectiveness across diverse environments.

Logistical Legacy of the Marshall Plan

To ensure fair distribution and prevent European countries from accusing one another of gaining better
access to aid—a real risk in the tense post-war environment—the United States, convinced that the fight
against communism required a united Western Europe, implemented specific strategies. Teams of
logisticians were trained to manage the shipment of materials to targeted geographical areas, considering
local needs and the technical capacities for receiving supplies. Additionally, sorting centers—early
precursors of today’s logistical hubs—were established to check the quality and conformity of goods before
they were distributed to populations or businesses. For instance, in Belgium, these sorting centers ensured
that building materials imported from the United States met local safety standards, helping to guarantee the
quality of reconstruction projects. Even though the term “logistics” was not commonly used at the time, as
the concept would formally emerge in the 1950s, the approach was undeniably logistical, relying on tools
and strategies to optimize the flow of goods. This early logistical infrastructure fostered a cooperative
mindset among European nations, building a foundation for the integrated economic policies that would
later define the European community.

Most goods sent from the United States to Europe were transported by sea, owing to the vast distances
and large quantities involved. This logistical endeavor was prominently showcased to the European public,
highlighting the substantial aid provided by their “American friends;” Hemsing (1994) aptly describes it as
a well-orchestrated propaganda strategy. For instance, a TV documentary, produced in May 1948 for
Actualités Frangaises, captures an official ceremony at the port of Bordeaux, where the American
ambassador to France and representatives of the French government welcomed the first cargo ship carrying
sugar under the Marshall Plan. Liberty ships, built in large numbers during World War 11, were crucial to
these transatlantic deliveries. Of the 2,710 Liberty ships constructed during the war, around 1,000 were
repurposed for Marshall Plan operations. Once the goods arrived at European ports that had largely escaped
destruction, they were transported along rivers such as the Rhine, Seine, and Thames, especially for heavy
materials like steel and coal. River barges were favored due to their large load capacity and cost-efficiency.
As rail and road infrastructures were gradually restored, these modes of transport became increasingly
utilized once again. However, road transport gained the most traction, capitalizing on strikes by Communist
railway workers in 1947 and 1948 to demonstrate its efficiency as an alternative (Ribeill, 1993).

Although controversy persists—particularly regarding the notion that the primary aim of American aid
was to shield the United States from economic recession, as evidenced by declassified archives (Lacroix-
Riz, 2023)-it is now accepted that the Marshall Plan significantly accelerated the reconstruction of essential
infrastructure across Europe. The restoration of transport networks enabled more efficient movement of
materials and goods, facilitating trade and resource distribution. This was particularly evident in Germany,
where many cities lay in ruins after Allied bombing raids. The reconstruction of factories and the
development of industrial and logistical facilities markedly increased production, contributing to the
country’s rapid economic growth, later known as the “German Miracle” (Griinbacher, 2017). On a broader

American Journal of Management Vol. 25(2) 2025 37



European scale, the United States undeniably influenced the onset of the Glorious Thirty, or Trente
Glorieuses, characterized by the swift rise of consumer society (De Long & Eichengreen, 1991). In Italy,
for instance, manufacturing revival led to substantial job creation and improved living conditions, especially
through advancements in health and education infrastructure. Coupled with the CIA’s financial support for
the right-wing Christian Democracy party from 1948 onwards, the Marshall Plan was crucial in
marginalizing the influential Italian Communist Party, thereby anchoring the country firmly in the liberal
democratic model (Del Pero, 2001).

However, the Marshall Plan, especially in its logistical dimensions, can finally be seen as a model for
the humanitarian and reconstruction interventions that proliferated from the 1960s and 1970s. Its integrated
approach to international coordination and resource management explicitly influenced how humanitarian
organizations responded to crises, particularly in prioritizing the satisfaction of essential needs during relief
operations following natural disasters. The role of logistical coordination in relief operations is well-
documented in the literature (see Grange et al. [2020]), and it would be highly relevant to identify points
of convergence with the core principles of the Marshall Plan. Furthermore, the plan influenced global
supply chain management, highlighting the importance of coordinating efforts among a wide range of
stakeholders, who often have conflicting objectives, cultures, and operational modes. The Marshall Plan
also served as a powerful propaganda tool, advancing the American way of life and casting the United
States as the savior of the “free world,” and George C. Marshall was honored with the Nobel Peace Prize
in 1953 for his strong role in the “rescue” of Europe.

Examining the Marshall Plan—particularly its logistical dimensions—provides valuable insights into
its enduring influence on contemporary management systems. The challenges faced by European countries
after WWII spurred significant innovations in supply chain management, including the optimization of
goods handling and storage, from which France, among others, greatly benefited (Rouquet & Paché, 2024).
As noted, the Marshall Plan highlights the critical role of supply chain coordination in addressing needs,
especially during crises. The various chapters compiled by Kipping & Bjarnar (1998) illustrate that this is
merely one aspect of the transfer of North American management practices to Europe. Paradoxically, a
quick search of the Google Scholar database reveals a scarcity of studies focusing on this logistical
dimension, despite a plethora of research on the geopolitical implications of the Marshall Plan. This
discrepancy—favoring geopolitical over logistical aspects—can likely be attributed to the onset of the Cold
War in 1947, as the ideological conflict drew scholarly attention towards political tensions, overshadowing
the logistical innovations crucial for Europe’s economic recovery and development.

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

The Marshall Plan, both in its geopolitical and logistical dimensions, had a profound impact on post-
war Europe, including culturally, and continues to influence economic and international policies to this day.
Among its most significant contributions, the Marshall Plan facilitated the physical and economic
reconstruction of Europe severely damaged by WWII. It provided substantial funds to repair infrastructure,
supply essential resources, and modernize industries. Approximately 3.5 million tons of foodstuffs were
delivered, helping to alleviate famine, especially in Germany; Figure 1 illustrates the significant reduction
in the number of people suffering from hunger in Europe starting in 1948. The plan also played a crucial
role in fostering European cooperation; institutions like the OEEC laid the groundwork for what would
eventually become the European Union, by strengthening relations between Western European nations.
Another key contribution was its role in curbing the spread of European collectivist systems: against the
backdrop of the nascent Cold War, American financial aid helped stabilize European countries politically
while promoting liberal democracy. The Marshall Plan’s emphasis on efficient resource distribution also
introduced management practices that catalyzed lasting economic growth and fostered resilience against
future crises.

However, despite its many contributions, the Marshall Plan has not been without criticism. From an
economic perspective, while the aid was significant, some argue it primarily served North American
interests through a Keynesian approach to stimulating demand (McCourt & Mudge, 2023). Many of the
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funds were used to purchase goods from the United States, boosting its economy rather than enabling
Europe to develop independent industrial capacity. Moreover, while generally effective, the logistical
dimensions encountered challenges due to Europe’s heavily damaged infrastructure. Geopolitically, while
the Marshall Plan promoted European integration, it also deepened the division of the continent into two
antagonistic blocs (Maier, 2005). The Soviet Union’s refusal, along with that of its satellite states, to accept
Marshall Plan aid, and the simultaneous creation of COMECON, institutionalized the divide between East
and West, laying the groundwork for decades of Cold War. This divide also impacted logistical
performance, as Mwangola (2018: 84) highlights, noting that supply chain strategies “must take into
account the environmental conditions in which they operate.”

Looking forward, the legacy of the Marshall Plan continues to resonate in today’s international
cooperation policies. The lessons learned, particularly regarding resource management and reconstruction
within a multilateral framework, inspire contemporary development and humanitarian assistance efforts.
This is evident, for instance, in discussions of a Marshall Plan-type approach for Ukraine (Conley, 2022;
Pidorycheva, 2022; Aslund & Becker, 2024). The principles of logistical coordination and supranational
planning experimented with under the Marshall Plan continue to shape how international crises are
addressed, whether in emergency responses or in managing global supply chains. Modern reconstruction
and relief strategies in humanitarian crises, whether due to natural disasters or conflicts, owe much to the
logistical innovations of the Marshall Plan, even if they are rarely recognized. Ultimately, the Marshall Plan
can be described as primarily a logistical initiative, crafted around the flow of resources to achieve a
political goal: to swiftly rebuild Europe and prevent persistent shortages from fueling “collectivist theories”
(Tixier et al., 1983).

Several questions remain for future research. One of the main limitations identified in this paper is that
the logistical dimensions of the Marshall Plan are often underestimated in economic and management
studies. While researchers have predominantly focused on the geopolitical aspects, the logistical operations,
which were crucial to the success of North American aid, have been neglected. Further research is needed
to understand how logistical innovations influenced Europe’s post-WWII reconstruction and shaped
modern supply chain development. The Marshall Plan was a turning point for Europe, playing a pivotal
role in its recovery and political stabilization, and its logistical impact should not be overlooked. Despite
its limitations, such as its pro-American orientation and role in deepening the East-West divide, the
Marshall Plan heralded a new era of international cooperation through multilateralism (Weissman, 2013).
While its economic, social, and cultural legacy is undeniable, further exploration is needed to enrich our
understanding of supply chain dynamics in today’s volatile, uncertain, complex, and ambiguous world. By
examining these overlooked logistical dimensions, future studies can provide valuable insights into the
integration of logistics in international aid frameworks and enhance the effectiveness of similar initiatives.
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